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his study examines the Army's lateat effort in
executive appraisal in terms of applicablility to resarve
component officers., Conducted while a proposed revision of
the Officer Evaluation System was bsling tested, the 1in-
vestigation focused on problems assoclated with duty-time
limitations that might adversely affeot the implementaticn
of a system incorporating concepts related to management by
objective-=«and which involves extensive on-going communi-
cation between rater and rated officer. Following a se-
lected review of the literature dealing with executive
appraisal, the question was explored in a series of indil-
vidual and group interviews with 23 reserve component
officers in the grades of carptaln through brigadier general.
Additional input came from two recently retired senior
officers who are now members of a university faoculty in
management sclencs, The results were favorable from the
standpoint of appllocabllity; moreover, indications were the
system was recognized as having considerable merit and would
be well received.
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Some might find it surprising to lsarn that it was the

B THE PROBLEM IN ITS BACKGROUND SETTING
F
[

P rilitary which developed the first workable performance-
rating system. Indeed, more than 80 years syo Fresident
Bengamin Harrison was so impressed with it that he direocted
the civilian agenocies of the government to adopt a similar

1 ‘ &yaten.l No matter how good the military might have been at
exeocutive appraisal near the close of the nineteenth century,
numerous studies and the introduction of eight new evaluation
instruments within the last 30 years point out it is not so
today.

A 1974 group research project conduoted by students at
the Arny War College under the lesdership of Colonel Dan-
dridge M. Malone of the Ccllege faculty appears to have un-
covered a most significant reason for recent fallures in the
system. This group determined the root problem to be one of
a lask of confidence in the system by the Offlicer Corps, and
stated:

Quantitative and qualitative data indlocate
clearly that officer confidence in OES is
low. They alsc suggest strongly that var-
iances in rating behavior, whioch stem from
the many ocomplex pressures and influences
that make up the rating environaent, may
oause this lack of confidence. As a mini-
; num, oconfidence and rater bshavior resot
' on each other. Out of these interactions
B ooke more varianoce in rating behavior and
[ deocreased confidence in the system. Sup-
) porting thesge indications is the documen-
n tary finding that the Army never has
designeld a strategy to orsate and maintain
officer oconfidence in the OES. Meanwhile,
the wreocksge of seven OES8 forms and the
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pending orash of the eighth argue strongly
that, without the confidence and acceptance
:zcgzszg;?g affected, no OES will work sf-

Rather as an outgrowth of the study Jjust ocited or for
reasons unknown to this writer, the faot is that the Army's
Personnel Evealuation Systems Office has in the last year de-~
velopsd a new instrument that willl not only address but hope-
fully begin to resolve the problem with confidence. The new
instrument, DA Form 76, essentially incorporates the oconcept
of management by objective, or MBO, as it is commonly knowne-
although that particular terminology is not used., It is en-
visioned as the firat in a series of evolutionary steps which
recognizes the history and present atete of officer evalustion,
and considere developments in personnel evaluation, systems
outside the Army.-

The central foous in this oconcept 1s the communication
process between rater and rated officer. As envisioned, an
offiocer's specific job is defined in a before the fect dis-
cussion with his rater in whinh the rated cofficer has an
opportunity-to influence the scope of his duties. Moreover,
thore 18 & degree of mutusl agreement between the two as per-
formance objectives that will bear on the acoomplishment cf
these duties are established. Continued communication during
the rating period is called for sa revision and update of Job
description and performance objectives becoaes nacessary.
Finglly, there is after the faot enumeration of that which

took pluoo.u
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It is important to note that it ia the rated officer
himself who completes these portions of the report; the
rater, indorser, and reviewer will coxzment on these points
in other seotions. A reproduction of DA Form 76 (teat) will
be found at Appendix A,

In industry, the foocus on MBO tends to be on a gquanti-
tative measurement of how well an executive has met hla goals
or performance objectives. Initially, the Army's concept is
to foous on communicaticrn and beforehand agresment on one's
Job desoription, and the establishment of objectives or a
plan for oarrying out the tasks.” With this in mind, DA Form
76 was implemented for test purposes by seletted units on
1 October 1975,

The larger question to be answered by the test will have
to do with whether or not this approach is good for the Army
a8 & whole, With the great emphasis on before, during, and
after the faot communiocation between rated officer and rater--
and with the limited duty time available to implement or ob-
sexrve progress toward accomplishment of objsotives--the con-
cept might prove unwieldly and impractical within resarve
ocomponents, aven 1f found acoceptable otherwise. Accordingly,
the speoiric purpose of this investigation was to determine
the applicabllity within reserve components of the MBO pro-
cess in the revised Offioer Evalnation System (OES8).

LITERATURE REVIEW

Over the years there have been perlodioc investigations

3



of the OES. The focus of two recent studles tended to be on
the efficacy of the Officer Efficiency Report (OER) then in
uge. These studles did, however, begin to point out factors
which bear on the problem of lack of confidence in the system
by tha Officer Corps. Taus, in a 1969 study we find a ocall
for rater training and for showing the report to the rated
offlcoré-the latter of which is now a part of the system, A
more recent study addressing evaluation, inflation, and order
of merit poimts out that many officers do not understand the
subletiss of numerically welghted scoring syatena.7

A 1973 research paper published at the Army War College
spoke of inconsistencies in assigning order of merit for pro-
motion and of unintentional blasz., It reported the ressultz of
a test usiag groups of students at the College to evaluate
the flles of officers recently considered by promotion boards,
Although there was a high correlation between the student
"bosards" and the actual boards with those clearly above and
cleaxly below average, there was much inconsistenoy when con-
sldering the files of those at the borderline. These invest-
1rators found that by using regression analysis techniques in
a data processing system, inconsistencles and bias could be
substantially reduced.B

Inveatigations such as these did not, however, provide
real backgrouni for development of a new approach, They
tended to fimd something was wrong, but for a conccpf of
executive appraisal that might anawer the complaints and
prove to be effentive; the Army had to look to industry,
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There, the need for performance evaluation (or what might be
described as how well performance objectives are met) is just
about universally sccepted in the business uorld.9 It seems
reasonable to assums that an approach 80 soccepted must havs
support from She exocutlive ocommunity in general, and by and
large, this concept embodles the idea of MBO,

This congept wag first advanced a 1little more than 20
years ago by Peter F. Drucker, who is recognized as one of
the leading--nany would say the foremost of--mansgement cone=
sultants in the country. Writing in 1954, Drucker said:

Each manager from the “"big boss" down to
the production foreman or the chlief clerk,
needs clearly spellaed-out objectives.
These objectives should lay out what per-
formance the man's own managerial unit is
suppcsed to produce. They should iay out
what contribution he and his unit are ex-
pected to make to help other units obtain
thelr objectives, Finally, they shculd
spell out what oontribution the manager
can expect from other units toward the
attaimment of his own objectives.l0

Continuing, Drucker said that by definition a manager is
responsibls for the ocontribution his particular segment of
the operation makes to the larger unit above him--that his
performance objectives aim upward. This, in turn, requires
that each manager devise his own objectiveas, although higher
nanagenent legitimately willl exorcise approval authority.ll

Before one can really set performance ohjectives, how-
ever, he must first know just what is included in his job;

1. e,, there must be a specific and realistic job desoription.

Too often in the Army there has been management by "orisis,"
5



or reaction to the latest "flap," with offlocers having tasks
thrust upon them with little guidance and at least a partial
lack of understanding as to what is expeoted. Druocker and
othiers with expertise in the fisld say this ias not the way to
nanage, and while pressure situstions calling for some flexl-
bllity will always arise, a clear-cut job description from
which performance objectives are derived will serve to maln-
tain perspective and enhance honest appraisal., One author
expressed the latter thought in reverse by pointing out that
too often Jobs aren't sufficlently dafined to allow for pro-
per evaluation.lz

Job description 18 not an area in whioch industry has al-
ways excelled, tut it has oome to be recognized as a first
critical step. The supervising manager (or ocommander) must
a88ign responslbllity for the major tasks or ectivities to a
subordinatq and he must clarify interfaces and work relsation-
ships, Traditionally, Jjob descriptions have been broad
statements of that whioch was expected, and have not adequately
desoribed the nature of the interfaces between one nanager and
anothor;13 In an introductory work in sooial technology,
Varela listed the development of a job desoription and speci-
fication sheet as the first step in the method lesding to the
appraisal of one's porrornanco,lu In the revised OB3, as in-
dicated earlier, it 1is expeoted that the rated offlcer will
have an opportunity to influence that whioch is included as he
develops his job description with hig rater.

It might be noted here that keeping on the track with

6
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what one should be doing in relation to hie Job desoription
is most important as well. The preoblem of distraotion may be
more prevalent at the upper end of the exeocutive scale where
there ils less of a structurgd situation, but all need to be
alert to it. A Swedish management consultant by the name of
Eindersson has #ven gone 8o far ag to invent an electronioc
deviee which some 800 European executives are using to analyze
what they are doing. The device 18 programed to "beep" about
30 times a day at random, at which time four to ten recorded
questions are posed concerning the executivel!s activity at
that moment-~-to whioh he responds on a tape racordor.ls

Army offlcers may not need Hindersson's approach (indeed,
it would hardly be practical in the field), but they do need
to have more clearly defined duties and to foous on them.
There 18 every reason to think that such a management prac-
tice will enhance mission accomplishment in the Army as in
industry. Moreover, it 1s the first step toward an evalu-
ation system that will really describe an officear and how hs
gets hig job done.

The essence of MBO are the objeotivesa, lald ocut--as
Drucker asaild--to 1dentify to the manager that which his own
unit should produce, the ocontribution his unit is expected to
meke in helping other units obtain their objestives, and to
indiocate the contribution the manager can expsct from other
units toward his objectives. The developers of BA Porm 76
see four oategories of objectives: routine, problem solving,
inovative, and personal development. These categories, in-

7
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cidentally, conform to those Raia oltes in hie recent work on
MBO, although he tends to combine the problem solving with
the innovative.l® While not mandatory, ideally an officer
wlll select at least one objective from each cutagory.17 Howm
well one meets his objectives has much to do with the organi-
zation's mission accomplishment, and obviously provides a
more olear ocut standard by which his managerial effort can be
appralsed.

Some might complain that an OES without numbers to desig-
nate the quality of performance tends to oure inflated
ratings in much the same manner as cutting off one’a head
would cure a headache, We must therefore examine what some
of those with expewtise in management have to say about the
MBO approach to executive appraisal in contrast to earlier
systems.

Characterized by rating socales and global observations,
or oversll impressions whioh cover ap much, the traditional
approach represents a "ocheck list" of whad is thought to be
the most oritical areasz of managerial behavior. Commenting
on this, Campbell said: "Unfortunabely, there is a rather
long and gorry history of gallant but essentially falling
efforts to develop rating scales for cbserving and measuring
Job behavior."18 He further observed that the sfales de-
veloped have given too little attention to meaningfulness,
behavior definition, and semantic clarity, with the result
they have not been understood, or wers viewed &3 irrelevant
by those who had to use them.

8



With incomplete or erroneous jJob descriptions, of ne-
cessity observations have been faulty; and inadequate sampling
of Job behavior has been one of the major errors. S8till other
frequent errors sound like a suamary of OER complalints, in-
cluding: lack of discriminstion, leniency, helo effect, aml
highly varisble and ineconsistent responseasa., Yet another of
the traditionsl measures coming under fire has to do with em-
rloyee attitudes as deplicted by absence rates, turnover, and
grievances (or thelr military equivalents in AWOL, s8ick call,
and courts martisl rates). Thelr deficiency 1s they ocover
only a small portion of the varliance due to managerial be-
havior and the variations are dependent on many job-irrele-~
vant factors not under the manager's direect oontrol.19

Turning to the MBO spproach, in one of his later works
Drucker sald that performance is all one can or should measure.
Ag for evaluating potentlal, he noted that experienced people
have learned one cannot appraise it for any length of time
ahead or for anything very different from what a man is al-
ready doing, He indicates that effsctive executives foous
on strengths-~on what a person oan do--and points out that
such an exeeutive knows that to get strength one has to put
up with weakness. Druckex does, however, provide for atten-
tion to charactoer weakness in appraisal, as he observes that
a sorrupt sxecutive destroys an organlz.tlon.zo

More ox lesa Jjoining Drucker in asknowledging the need

for an evaluation of charaoeter strenzths and weaknesses, a

director of a number of ocorporations indicated that rating an

9
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exaocutive requires two approaches~-that of measuring how well
Q he mests objectives and how he measures up as a man.21 Thus,
1t would seem thiat at least some of the ltems in Section 1 of
; Part IV of DA Form 76 are appropriate as they relate to the
ff professional code of an officer-~even though the section has |
i the appearance and perhaps in part the deficiencies of the ‘f
| traditional "oheck 1list." ?
: At the outset of this essay the writer referred to the
rfinding of a research group directed by Colonel D, M, Malone
to the effect that a lack of confidence in the OES was at the
heart of the problem with the various instruments che Army has
! used to apprailse 1ts officers. That group's reocommendation :
to deslign and implement a strategy to creste confidsnce in
and acceptance of the system spoke of several points it felt

would have to be included., These were the establisnhnment of

~w————- -—-...._..._,__-‘ - "_. p— R

standards along with controls to insure %hey were met, edu-

cating the offlsers to the point all really knew the system

and thelr responsibllity to it, and gtrict enforcement ¢f the

ayatom.zz Writing in Personnel Journal, Hayden would seem to

support this recommendation as he addressed the subject of )
treininrg of raters as follows:

it 18 dlearly insufficlent to install a
new arpraisal system by distributing
{28 new evaluation forms....those super-
visors ‘doing the rating and all levels
: of supervisors should be thoroughly ine
I troducsd to the apyralsal aystem. It 1is
! necessary that those supervigors using
the system understand the rationale upon :
which the system is based, the roles of
the rater in the appraisal process, the
responsibilitlies of the supervisor, the

10




appraisal interfiew process, and the use
of the evaluation information,.23

Elsewnere in the erticle Hayden makes the point that
appralsal systems have a dual purpose, They i1dentify those
who are good candidates for promotion, or ones to beconme a
part of a reduction in foroce, or other administiative pur-
poses requiring relacive standards. On the other hand, such
systems have a role in employee development or counseling
that requires an absolute standard., The author further ob-
gerves that 1t 18 not possible for the superviwor to fill the
Judicial and counseling roles simultaneously, and that em-
ployee development counseling should be takirg place on a day
to day basis. 2% These latter thoughts seem to be in iine
with those of a project offloer of the Army's Personnel Eval-
uatlion Systems Office as he foresses the implementation of an
OES using. DA Porm 76 as the reporting instrument, l.e., a
focus ol frequent communiocation vetween rater and rated
officer to bettexr define one's job, set objsctives, and plan
for oarrying ocut the tasks.25

For those *ho might question--or at least wonder aboute-
the input the rated officer wlll have in this system, a com-
nent from E. Newton Cutler, Jr., Senior Vice President of
Pirst Natiocnal City Bank, 18 appropriate, Mr. Cutler has
his subordinates evaluate thelr own performance and submit
these eveluations to him for final review, He notes: "It's

amazing how honest people are, ... They put thingas in that

are detrimental to their own progress and promotion.”26
11
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Cbviously, appraissl systems encompasaing oxr closely
allled with the cunoept of MBO are well supported by know-
ledgeadble writers. This approach causes one to think in
terms of priorities a: duty Qesoriptions and objectives are
developed, and offers the further advantage of impeocting
favorably on mission aceomplishment-~or as Meyer stated it:
"Performance evaluation 18 being linked incrsasingly to com-
panies' long-range planning efforts."2’ In short, the
Judgment of management consultants and the experience gained
using this approach in the business world provide a sound
basis for believing the current test of DA Form 76 will prove

successful for the Army.
RESEARCH DESIGN i

If the key to sucocesaful implementation of & MBO

oriented evaluation system 1s the oocmmunication process be- l
tween rater and rated officer, and 1f as indicated in the |
literature thls 1s a ocontinuing process, will such a oconocept
prove workable with reservists who are bound by time cone
straints not applicable to the active Army? It wae apparent ;
the question of whether sufficient time 13 available for |
counseling and disoussion of objsotives in a reserve setting
woald have to be explored. An important and related question
concerned time available to acoomplish, or even to include,
objectives from all four categories as 1s prefexable.

Recognizing that officers assigned to units performed
about three times the amount of duty as one assigned in a i

1z
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mobilization capacity, another question reslated to this even
more severe time oconstraint for the noneunit offlcer. Al-
though this question was not ignored, access to a sufficient
number of Mobilizatlion Designee officers was not possible;
thua, the study was limited to the lmpact on officers assigned
to units.

Although the questicns relative to time appeared to be
key in terms of determining the applicability of DA Form 76
with reserve officers, othar points merited attention as well.
From experience the writer knew that 1t is common for a re-
serve rater to be called upon to evaluate an officer serving
in the same capacity for two or more annual rating periods.
It therefors appeared loglocal to determine whether this ex-
posure over longer perilods might impact favorably on use of
this method of appralsal.

Additionally, some questions apply to active and reserve
officers alike, Included are those of a more general or
theoretical nature thet might suggest an acceptance of ocon-
ocept, Thus, it was appropriate to determine the resaction of
offiocers to a MBO approach to evaluation.

The data was collected primarily in interviews with re-
serve component officers. A limitation was that those se-
lected 1live within the ssme geographic area &8s the writer in
Northwestern South Carolina. Also, a golentificelly repre~
sentative oross section was not available; but officers of o
number of branches and representing a wide range of assign-
nents are inoluded,

13
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Three Regular Army Officers also previded veluable 1in-
formmtion. Initially, Major John D. Miller of the Personnel
Evaluation Systems Office, Military Personnel Center, pro-
vided guidance in a telephone conversation. He followed up
by providing a copy of an early edition of the developing
DA Porm 76 and exocerpts from the draft of the test regulation
that explained the concept of the proposed OES, In a per-
sonal interview he later reviewed some of the data collected
to that point, suggested one or two changes in emphasis
during the oconduct of subssequent interviewma, and confirmed
the writer'!s understanding was in line with that envisioned
by his offics,

The other two offlocers, Colonel Thomas B. Meertens and
LTC Claude 3. Simpson, Jr., retired from the Aray on 31 July
and 31 August 1975, respectively. Both immediately Jjoined
the faculty/staff of the College of Industrial Management and
Textlle Soience at Clsmson University, where they were Pro-
fessor of Military Science (PMS) and Deputy PMS, respectively,
for the immediately preceding three years. Colonel Maertens
i3 a graduate of the Industrial College eof the Armed Forces
and holds an advanced degree in manageament. Before joining
the faculty on a full-time basis, he had been teaching a
course in mansgement oonourrently with his military assign-
ment. LTC Simpson, a 1975 greduate of the vorresponding
rtudies department of the Armmy War College, holds an advanced
degres in ocounseling and is now Assistant Direotor of Pro-
fessional Development for Clemson's management ocollege.

1h
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j These gentlemen were consulted as managoment experts who
‘ also have s thorough understsnding of eveluation of military
personnel.
91x experienced reserve ocmponent offlocers wgre inter-

}? viewsd individually for approximately one hour esch, The c¢cb-

7 g

jJeotive in thease interviews was to probe in depth for reactions
after a ocareful explanation of the new OER and its underlying
conoept .
Additionally, 15 students enrolled in a USAR School ade-
ministered C&GSC course and their two instructors were in-
cluded in one of two group interviews, A 30 minute present-
| ation by the writer was followed by a 15 minute period 1in
which these officers recorded their tnoughts on a question-
naire. The presentation consisted of an sxplanation of the
instructions in the test regulation, during which a trans-
parency of the proposed OER was projeocted, as well as pro-
viding baskground information supporting this method of eval~

; uation. The questionnalire was modified for the seocond of the
two classes, a&s explained earlier. A copy of the initial and

:’ modified versions is inoluded at Appendixes B and C, respec-

1 tiveliy.

A profile of the 23 officers inocluded in the survey by
grade, component, type of assignment and duty, and whether
interviewed individually or in one of the two C&GS olass
groups 1s shown on the followirng page.

15
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It might be noted that although only five offlicers are
surrently serving as oommanders, almost all have held one or
more oommand assignments in the past, With the exception of
a ochaplain (MAJ) and one captain, all are rating officere
now, or have been such in the recent past. They have rated
& great number of individuals during thelr scarsers--from a

ninimun of five tc in excess of 50.
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSICN

The subject of this research effort focused on deter-
mining appliocability of the ravised OE3 in the reserve come
ponents. As d4discussed earlier, the stress on a communi-
cation process between rater and rated officer in relation to
time limitations gave rise to the questions investigated,

Of the 23 officers surveyed, l9--inocluding all six of
those interviewed individually-~reacted favorabdbly (11) or
most favorably (8) to this approach to evaluation. Even
among the four reacting unfavorably there appeared to be a
degree of ambiguity, inasmuch as two indicated they per-
sonally would like to be rated by this method, although theay
considered it unlikely to work as envisioned. A third
officer indicated he would like to be evaluated under this
conocept on active duty, though he felt the procedure too in-
volved [or reservists. Only the captaln who has never served
as a rating officer seemed totally opposed to the ooncept,
The others reacting unfavorably were two more captains ard
the Ghaplain, i.e., gentlemen who either had no experience in

17
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officer evaluation, or were among the least experienced of

% ‘ thosa surveyed.
{ More particularly, as for being able to set objectives

L in all four categories and oontend with limitations in this

? or other respeote resulting from time constrainta, the

t general reaction was positive. There were, however, dif-
ferences in terma of degree.

Naturally, the four officers whcse overall reaction was
unfavorable did not think it possible to set objlectives in
all four categorles; however, one of these did not consider
b time constraints to be a problem. His appralsal was one of

overall skepticism, and he viewed the whole of MBC as a fad
‘ that would soon pass. Of the 1 reacting favorably, three
' did indicate 1t would be impossible to establish objectives
; in all areas even for a limited number of officers., 3ix
others expressed the opinion that the obJeoctives would be
considerably more limited in scope than for active officers,
! i but ten saw no significant problems in implementation. None
of these 19 considered time limitations as suoch to be pro-
P hibitive, although all recognized the process to be more tinme
consuming than simply making an after the fact evaluation.
Aside froa tallles of the reaotions, some of the oom-
ments expressed shed greater light on "gut feelings;" and
these tend to have further implioations as to aceaeptance anmd

b oo

confidence in the proposed OES8, Thus, a major in a command
assignment spoke to the point of setting objectives in all
four areas as follows:

18
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This i3 already ®ne in some fashion by
all good commanders-~and in any oase
should be done, whether it appears on a
report or not., Having it on the report
should have the good effect of en-
couraging the dgéng of it where it 1is
not being done.

Similarly, a National Guard battalion exacutive officer

indicated his organization was already involved in a pro-
gram such as that envisioned. Commenting on setting obe
Jeoctives, he sald:

My Group is very actively involved in an

MBO program which has a8 one objective

providing information for raters to make

falr declsions. I have rated several

officers since the program began (1 Jun

75) and have found it very beneficial.?

Another major whose duty 18 that of Secrstary to the
General Staff of a divislon commented on this point as
follows:

This 13 a must--tends to eliminate the
#ubjective, Forces the rater to give
specific evaluations on mutually agreed
upon objsstlves. Foroes the commander to
command.,

Commenting on time constraints that might place limi-
tations on full implamentation, a reserve major heolding a
mnasters degree from Harvard University?'s School of Business
stated-~in words to this effect-~that such would not
generally be a problem. He noted that raters would have
approximately 40 days each year in which to counsel with
rated officers and observe thelr performance. Moreover, he
pointed out that often the rater would have an offiocer as-
signed tc the same duty for two or three years, providing

an opportunity for long~term obmgrvation in many cases, J1
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Perhaps a National Guard battalicon comaander best
summed up thoughts relative to this limltation when he ob-
served that time apent in ocarrying out the full scope of the
MBO proceszs will be better used than much of that now devoted
to other pursults, He alaborated by noting the communi-
cation prooess will ocause raters to facus on what they them-
selves should be doing.Bz

These thoughts fit well with those of the recently re-
tired officers who are now members of the management faculty/
ataff at Clemson University. These two agreed there 1s no
conflioct between the MBC concept and its application to part-
time employment, as it were, They stated that MBO is a good
approach to evaluating performance in any job, As for time
constraints, they simply observed that suoh was the norm in
all military assignments--active or reserve--and did not in-
validate the MBO approaoh.33 Iﬁ is also interesting to note
that both indlicated a most favorable reaction to the proposed
OER, &1d oalled it a big step forward in officer evaluation.

Inasmuch as the writer was initially oconoentrating on
MBO as it pertains to performance evaluation, it was only
after moeeting with the projeot officer at the Personnel Eval-
uation S8ystems Office that its intended role in mission
scoomplishment was fully sppreciated. Questions directed in
subsequent interviews confirmed that most offlcers are likely
to see it as directly supporting that objective.

Another point reflecting majority but perhaps not oon-
clusive agrecment related to speclal assignments in

20
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Section IX, Part III, of the teat form. Although one senior
ofrficer commented it was tobally lnappliocable to reservists,
most perceived it as having value in the event the officer
was mobilized., A majority expressed the opinion that special
instructions should be included for reserve components to the
effeot that this portion be completed with the assumption its
impact would occur after motilization.

Effort was made to explore the impact of stabllity in
assignments as frequently found in reserve components. As
suspected, evidence was found that the second or later report
on an officer continuing in an assignment under the same
rater tends to represent a summary of hle total service in
the posltion-~rather than being strictly related to the
period of the report. The evidence, however, was not con-
clusive; moreover, this stability appeared not to ocour
generally to the extent experienced by the writer and some of
those included in the survey.

Although a Brigadier General whose mobilization assign-
mént 1s in the O0ffice of the Deputy Chief of Staff, Per-
sonnel, Department of the Army waes inocluded in the survey,
his wag the only input of significance from a non-unit
officer, As noted earlier, the findings are thus limited to

inpiiocations for unit officers.
CONCLUSIONS

The findings rsported point to the conclusion that
the proposed OES, inocorporating the concept of MBO, and the
21
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reporting instrument (DA Form 76) are applicable for use in
resexves units, Moreover, those concerned with the larger
question of officer acceptance of and confidence in this
concept of evaluation will find encouragement in the re-
sults.

Two preceptive ocaptalns essentially summarized these
oonclusions in oomments recorded on their questionnaires. 1In
commantilig on his affirmative answer to the question would he
like to be rated under this concept, one saild a great deal in
the following short statement: "Much fairer method and gives
the rated officer a chance to tell his aide.“Bu The other,

a recent Ph,D. graduate in management, said:s
I think this 18 an excellent way to
surface talent, performance, and lo-
cate good officer personnel for pro-
motion. I work this way in my civilian
Job and find that I can accomplish many

tasks just be hav&gg them spelled out and
listed before me.

WILLIAM R. MATTOX
Colomax, IN-U3AR

22
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FOR USE OF THIS TEST #URY Sl TEST R
RaOIFINE ST ANy LYy

LTI N

. PARY I ADMINISTRATIVE DATA

RETURN TO MILPERZEN ATTN: DAPC-PME

TUAST NAME TUIRST AME AL UT T 1AL oSN - e RaDy b AT 0 'n.'_x\'-} j» ) el'n‘_x:"“n T oees oaariy
e " . , . Yeur  Momein P hasie Conr ot SPECALTY
Euter Test Control Number “Leave Blank ™ . L AL
-|
AW UNT. GRGARICAT ON S ATIOA M1H COOE ON APO. MAJOR COAMMAND n COOES (1L by,
. g Comd)
| - - |
. rEMIOQC covtwe_b L AEASON FOR SUHW. THING v HLPORY HASED UN
Ty ¥ - T [ ~ - T
o Trar T i ] D1 RATED OUTY DAY OTHERDAYS | Kater
! 4 TEST S —_—
! ! l i . 3 Indorser
L EXYPLANATION OF OTHER DAYS (A1 required! B
!
PART Il - DUTY DATA (Rated Officer)
a PRINCIPAL DUTY TITLE Fh DUTY V.5 551
1
« DUTY DESCARIPTION {1} State your mast significant duties and responsbilities during this rating perod »
- . DO NOT PLACE IN ANY OFFICIAL PERSONNEL FILE.

ta) Indicate not mare than six major perionnance objeviives established during the mting penod.

12 List the sg'nificant contributions you made during the rating penod

—d
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NEST CONT N RUAGTE . DUTY T.tiL

PARTY L1 ASSIGHNMEMT LEFCEALYY DAVA CNatcd Officer and Ruter.

seumm Viated OfF: e

T R A i)

ll ooy and allernene spe ety i Sead prefened assignaents an pri
G oot Beci despgonite d s omdacade Hhe mary und allermate specialty (Sce

e apcialtios o heek s T T T DAL s 600 30 or FXOS and AN 1 A)
by |, Warrget 2k enter PVON AMOS for Sarunt () ficers

and AMON o .
" RATER COMMENTS (Address Section 1) &

LY
.
N L3
W ltatery  Hllaee an "N the appiropriate hoxesy
1 MANA(:( HEAL M.\M\ RAND ORSGT Y LE N i g ovw 0t iy Do wldceh Lest deseribes the rated officer)
and CONSTRUC TIVE, resaur «ful, analvie of, pracen ol, o seobiden sofver al T Manageriol mannce and/or style restricts officze’s
ab. | TISUPF O TIVE, edaptive, relable, perseverng, @ susnaee utthizabion tFaplan in e below )
a\'.: ) 3CHEA Tov ik, mnovanive, ot vptual, imagmaltive, o .lnn.-! per

b PERSON AL MAMRNE R ANMO O 1 Y1 (S foct Harmed 0 f T fifois (g fa 800 fe <0 e s ine rateg vifie . {F box bo. is chosen, other selections need
not by made

ba.l | CONSIDERATE ke. | T DETERMINED b | T o wedus La. || SINCERE

bh. | COOPERATIVE . 7T ENERGETIC bi- [ bn. [_J THOROUGH

e JoECISIVE bg. [T ENTMUSIASTIC bhe DT ReR SN RGLE bo. {77) Personal numner andy or style
_Z X o, T - R | teuteicts offi or's utilization

bd. [ | DELIBERATE _ Bh. [ FORCEFUL s IRESTRAINED (Explain in ¢. below)

:.‘?):!;E'C |7\—L CO V(NAMJWEATITILL,I:D L LE:FI::IUZ'J}R ‘J}'/',I.‘-:(u\-,-{z.{‘\-".,.TJT.,}}}'}E}'I‘I vinany of the followimg communicative skilis.) (Explain in e. below)

ca.p JEXTERNAL FUBLIC SPEAKING cg. L JwWRITING
en.] JiNsTRUCTING . [T]FOREIGN LLANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
ce [ TINTERNAL MILITARY BRIEFINGS/PRESENTATIONS 1. [_VOTHER (Spes ifve o

Td. SPECEAL ASSIG INMEN FS l%pu :/\ up to three nf«h. (ut' N uu' an s or which (he rated f;rii;:Tv>Cu;u{d bextreprescnt the Army (n assignments requiring vx-
Hernal interections i

da.|  JATTACHE dd. O NATIONAL GoaiD/RESERVE dg. . ROTC
d;,.{"'])om T/COMBINED ST AFF de. | PHC . ECT MENZ - MENT agn. [ 1RECRUITING
 ue. [ I MAAG/MISSION/ MILGROUR g, PuaL U INFCRMar loN di. 7 1 OTHER (Specity)

e. RATER COMMENT

:\l'(/rq s .\q viom Hy

PART IV - PERFORMANCE EVALUATION ([laferand Indorserj

{In items a through e below . indicate the degree of agreement with the following stetements

SECTION t (Rater) us being descriptive of the rated officer.) (Place the appropriate number in the column. )

-

High Degrae ¢ » Low Dagree
1. PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE

- . d

1 2 3

f 39
w
*

sa. Possesses capaclty to acqulro knowlt r’ye and frasp conu-ptq

ab. Dlsplays sound 1ud;:m(-n! in makum, dvcu.um-,

sc. Demonstrates expertise in assimed tasks

po. Possesses oxtensive knowledyre of the ml\n an pmleasmw hr vond ‘nmL\ of specific responsibilities

ae. Undcrstands the temper of the times and 1 “able 1o adiust accord

at. Exhibits tusight and prreeptivity in performanee of duties

b INDIVIDUAL SELF-OISCIPLINE

_ba, Possesses nnht.'rv beurm;, and is neat and well | -monu

by, Maintains ;ppropnm-' Iowl ’)f ')h\ e al fitness

bc Secks seif- nnpmu meat

b, Mdm!nms hth N ¥ mdu« <of )rr (r!i' e unduu Yoth on and off duty

te Isad: np{dhl(’ in ch nnpm i, .uum\

LY. P rforms suc LQ‘\\!\I“\ m.( 1 ,)'l\su.nl and n wnl stress

L il ta ciike M’L{,U; [gj.!gmmpl«;s ol dlustralions in Section 1. below.
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PRINCIH AL
LT CONTHOL NUMBER CUTNTIT}
o N .
¢ LEADERSHIP ‘ '

val Sets and enforees l‘u,h stand, lr(l~

ce. s aware of and sensitive 1o others and ther prnhh ms

o e
cg. Encourages mitiative, responsibility,

.a(h Motivates, (h.nll--nm N, ll\\l)lrt‘ anrl mlhmnn-\ .Inm- mlh ~.\lfmn )n

cd. Communicates in a clear, concise and mul\ umh'r\lmnl manner

in (n'll.x(l
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ce. Soiicits and considers opinions of others encouries l\\n way u)mmunicu! im'.

of. Manapes and develops subordinates in rec m.nm(\n of therr ¢ n;ml)-lxlnw

and resourcetulness.

d PROFESSIONAL ETHICS

(This officer demaonstrates,

da. &

Selflessness Willingness to sacrifice sell and carecr for mission .\nd o un/...mn

db. Responsibility

de. Loyalty.

Fathful and willing support of subordinates, peers and supreriors

dd. Obedicnge:

schihits, o displays )

Acceptance of complete résponsibility for Missien and wellare of vrganization

Prompt and conscientious vnmplmnu‘ with regul: ‘l 1ons and Law iul orders

de. Integrity. Honesty in word and deed

df. More! Courage: Willingness to candidly state and resolutely summrt one’s convice xm;{:.w:-ml ayes 'man. '

e. PROFESSIONAL ORIENTATION {This officer demaonstretes, exhibils. or displays

ea. Dedication and commitment to the goals and missions of the Army and the country
eb. Persistence in mission accomplishment

oc. Concern for the welture of subordinates

ed. Support of the Army’'s Equal Opportunity Program

ee. Concern for resource conservation

el

*You are required to cile speetfic exampivs or dlustretions in Section Hb below

SECTION W (Rater)

a. PERFORMANCE SCALC .

CONSISTENTLY EXCEEDED UNUALLY EXCEREUED CONNSISTENTLY USUALLY USUALLY

JOB REQUIREMENTS JOB REQUIREMENTS FULFILLED FULFILLED FAILS 1O
(DEGREE) (DEGREE) Joe JOHK FOLEILL JOK
HIGHEST  HIGH HIGHEST HIGH KREQUIREMENTS REQUIREMEN TS REQUIRENENTS
7 ]
*
au ab __uc ad ae

b. PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

*Youare reauired o cite SPECLEIC exenples or, ﬂg ggm)m b s ahote
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VO E T "é‘m(mxwm(( QF Tk HATEL O b o N v TUVENTAL CLNIIDERA
TOONS,SLOGH AS RATED OFNICE R ¢ PEHie NOCE L THE BELATIVE FOIGK ASLOCIA T [, oy Tedf D ICULTY OF Mt

SHSSION T ADEOQUACY OF RESOURCES TOINCLUDE CAarABILITY GF SUBORLISLATLY, AND OVE Hul YE b LCIENCY OF THE ORGAN
1.0W

PART V -POTENTIAL EVALUATION ‘Inuurw:) l/u‘un [ rund lndnr\cr ulfl (omplou tem b

3. THIS OFFICER’ QOV[RAI[ POTENTIAL lS b SHOUL O THIS Cn F!CFR Bt PR’)\‘OD&D

1) (24

2a. [JequaLeo oy verY FeEw OFFicERS v .
ha [:_] (] ves. as SOON AS POSSIBLE (M aplain in comments dbelow)

ab. D BETTER THAN MOST OFFICERS

[0 EQuUAL TO MOST OFFICERS bb. [ Ul ves amean oF conTEMPORARIES

g
pe. [ T2 ves. witH coNTEMPORARIES

-
. [3 LESS THAN MOST OFFICERS

. [
ae. [o ]M",“MAL b, D —..] NO.BUT RETAIM IN GITADE

a9 o
be r.] DL NO ke nlGin in eomrce D etaic

Lt TTINOT SUFFICIENTLY KNOWLEDGEANBLE OF RATED
> ey OF Fl(_‘ 50 T’) ACCOMPLISH A POTLNTIAL EVALUATION

c. LIST IN DESCE O NG ORDE R, UP 1 THREE "Onll’l() ISIN WHICH THE (MATED GF F ICt f | .JJLMDM KU Trig MOITSIGNIFICANT CONTRI-
BUTIONIN HISCURRENT ORNME MIGHER GR

{1 121 ' (1)

d. DESCRIBE ANY LIM TING FACTORS SUCHASHEALVH, PFERSONAL HAEITS ANDCHARLCTERISTICS FANILY CCN3SIDERATION, €ETC,,
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NATURE.

. COMMENTS (Indorsers

. COMMENTS (Reviewvr)

4
) X N L
‘ : ART Vi AUIHENTIZALION - e} PART Vii - PERSONNEL OFFICER
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APPENDIX B - INITIAL GRCUP INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

Name & Rank

Duty Title

Component

Organization

Considering the time limitations prevalling, do you ocone
sider 1t possible to implement the MBO concept in the OER

syatem with USAR/NGUS officers?

Yes--gimlsi not present any problem.

Yes, but objectives will be considerably more limited

in scope than for active officers.,
No-=-the rater just doean't have the necessary obser-
vation time, and/or the time required for the com-

munication prooess,

Comment:

Do you think it possible to sat objectives--at least with

gome rated offliocers--in all four categorlies, i.e., routine,

problem solving, innovative, personal development?

Yes No

Comment s

Do you see a need for special instructions for reserve com-

porient raters relating to the speclal assignments seoction?

Yoz No

Comnents

Approximately how many officers have you rated two or more

times while the rated officer's 4Auyy assignment remalned un-

changed?

About what peroentage does this represent of the total officers

you have rated?
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= What 1s the greateat number of times you have rated a given

: officer serving in the ssame capacity?
|
[ Is thakte a need for weighting second and later OER's of
: USAR/NGUS officers serving in the same ocapacity under the
L same rater?
5 Yes No
; Comment
;

Woul” Lu 1lilke to be rated under the MBO system?
Yes No

v Comment:
]

i
| Overall reaction.
- Most Favorable Favorable
} Unfavorable
[ Gomment :
i
!
E
i
b
¥
¥
3
¥
b 34
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APPENDIX C - REVISED GROUP INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE

Name & Rank
Duty Title Conponesnt

Organization

Do you think it possible to set objectives««at least for
some rated officers«~in all four categorieas; 1i.e., routine,
problem solving, innovative, personal development?

Yes No

Comment s

The Army's Personnel Management Directorate considers the
sormunications process between rater and rated officer as it
leads to setting objectives to bs the essence of MBO,
Considering the time limitations prevalling, do you consider
1t possible to implement this concept in the OER system with
USAR/NGUS officers?

Yes==ghould not present any significant problem,

Yes, but objectives will Le considerably more limited
in soope than for active officers.

Yoz, but the communications process will largely have
to take place outside duty hours,

No, the rater just doesn't have the necessary obser-
vation time and/or that requiroed for the ocommuni-
cations proocess.

Comment:

Dc you sse a need for special instructions for reserve ocom=
ponent raters relating to the special assigmments section?

Yes No

Comment:

Approximately how many officers have you rated two or more
times while the rated officer's duty assigrment remained un-

changed?
Number
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b About what percentage does this represent of the total
F offlcers you have rated?
¥

—_—F

What 18 the greatest number of times you have rated a glven
officer serving in the same capaocity?

Number

In those imé¥ances where you have rated an officer twice or
more  in the same capacity, did yow last rating tend to be a
sunmary for the total time he served for you, or did you
limit your observations strictly to the perlod of the re-
port?

A summary Limited to last reporting
period

3 Do you see this OER concept--as opposed to the current one--
providing the rater/indorser with a better instrument to:

Desoribe the rated officer and how he has per-
formed,

i Use as ammanagement tool,

} . Facillitate unit mission accomplishment,
None of these,

Comment s

Would you like to be rated by this method?

Yeos . No

Comment:

Overall reaction.

; Most Favorable _Favorable
; Unfavorable
g Comment:
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